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This matter cam2 before the Court for trial. Cquare 254

Linited Partnership and the Pennsylvania Avenue Development

e

Corporation (PADC), lecceesa and lessors, respactively, of

8quare 254, Lot (032, caallcnged the Tax Year 1903 ascesspent

Fof thelr property. Upoa consideration of tho arguments of

!counscl and the record kherein, tae Court makes the followings

f DIIDINGS 07 DGR

District of Columbia with premises known as 1325 Pennsylvania
Avenue, [.W.

2. Petitioner Ccuare 254 Limitcd Partnersuip,
Quadrangle Develepzont Corporation, General Partner

(hereinafter "Square 254") is the lessee of the scubject

iptopetty and the owncr of the izprovecsoats thureon. Dy the

iterms of the land lcasce agreezent petitioner is obiigated to !

pay all real estato taxes acscsoed against the subject

property.
3. Petitioner Pemnsyivania Avenuc Dovelopnant

SR

FEE

¥00:p0tation (hereinafter "PADC") ia the owvner of record of
i

| the subject property &nd uncer tho terms of the iand icase

éag:eem@nt joins in tho Potitiocn as a namcd potitionor. !

e Lo

l. The cubject property is Lot 032 in Gguare 254 15 the |

W
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.corporation, created by the Unit~d States Congress, Section

11101 of the District of Columbia Code.
S. In llarch of 1902, Petitioner Equare 254 received a

'notice of annual acsescsment dated Harch 16, 1932, etating

\

that the asscsocment on the subject property for Tax Year 1983

was $56,952,000.

) 6. The appcal to the Board of Bqualization and Roviow
1in Petition No. 83-1970 was timely filed on April 14, 1982.
Oral hearing was heid beforc the Board of Cgualization and
‘Review. Dy dccision dated June 1, 1982, tac Doard informed
Petitioners of its decision to reduce tihe assessment to
$47,000.00.

| 7. %he taxes aad assescront in controversy are real
estate taxes and assessmont for Tax Year 1903 in the
folloving acocuntas

| Zotal Assescrents $47,000,000

Total Tazcesos | ¢ 1,001,i00

8. %he Tazx Ycar 1983 taxes in the ag?unt of 91,001,100
'have been paid in full. Pirst-ball taxes in the acount of
$500,550 were ticely paid on Coptecber 15, 1282. Cecond-half

tazes in the acount of $500,550 vore ticely paid on [larch 31,

1903. The actual arount of second-hall tazes paid was
$661,657 cue to a occcond-half assescmeont ailegedly tode

puroucnt to D.C. Ccdo £47-0330 (1901 cd.); at the tice of the

£41ing of the otipuiations im this case, ajppoail of thoe

ccond-half accesoment was before the District of Colucbia

0
3

iICourt of Appeals.

} '

g 9. %ac subjcct property coatains a total iand area of
i

120,723 occuare fcot and io concd C-5-P00C, reoroitting now

/conotruction. As of January 1, 1502, tio valuation Cate for

-
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4. The Reopondent, District of Colucdia, is a municipal
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g's‘ax Year 1933, the gubject property as an excavated site plus
‘the existing llational Taecatre building.

The subject property was subject to limitations inmposed
!by the Pennsylvania Avenue Development Corporation on the

?development of the subject property. One lim;tation was that
gthe National Theatre building could not be :aécd, but rather

National Theatre building. The second linitation was that a

i
:cettain portion of the subject property hcd to be devoted to

‘had to be renovated and that nothing coulc bo built above theﬁ

:hotel use. In thioc caoe, the new construction would contain

ﬁn.w., (with Pcansylvania Avenue exposurce) and 403,743 aquare

i
'foot of oZficc space aiong P Street, N.iJ. Deotail uses are

h

pernmitted along [ Strect, N.U.

f

L

ﬁ 10. %ho highost ond best use of the cudject property, as:
i'

;0f January 1, 1902, was for developoont under the

Pennsylvania Aveaue Developzent Corporation recuirements.

5 1l. Petitioncrs olffercd expert tesoticony and a written
!

ﬂreport getting forth thc cotimated market vaiue of the

d
‘subject property as ol January 1, 1932, the valuation date

i
i

ifor Tax Year 1903. Potitioners' expert witnoos testified to
{

;and gset forth in his written report an ¢pinion of value of
830,326,000 with an allocation of $29,829,000 to land and

18497,000 to irprovecoats.
12. 7The Recpondont Digstict of Columbia did not offer

expert testimony or evidence.

13. The Petitionors' expert witness was Anthony
Reynolds, ll.A.I. Recpondent District of Colucbdia stipulated
to lr. Reynolds' qualifications as an expert witness and lir.
‘Reynolds' written rcport was acmitted into evidence at trial.

;T%e Petitioncrs® eoxport uced the comparable cales approach to

fvaluc the subject proporty.

5533,854 cguare {cct ol hotel floor arca ratio along D Street, .
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. eddition to tlo thoatro buiidinmg, 1o ellcectively tvwo massive

* pites, ono for ollice use and te otaor {or hotel use. fir.

14. The subject property is unigue in its limitations ac
a result of its zoning and ownership, subject to PADC
restrictions. Petitioners' expert therefore stated that the
floor area of building that may be developed on the subject
property and the uses to which the various segments of floor
area could be put was of great import. Iir. Reynolds

calculated the permitted floor areas as:

Uce Arna
Zotel 533,254 zqg. Lt.
Cifice 403,743 . Lt.
Theatre L8,607 oQ. Zte
Total 1,066,224 co. Zt.
Less Theatre £0,027 no, £t

Decvelopable 1,017,597 oq. ft.
The gross zsquare fcet of floor area, 1,066,294 asquare feet,

dividcd by tXo catize land ozca, 120,723 ccuare foot, yields

en PR of 0.03. Lot tiuo ellfcetive or cconcnic PR :
computatica 40 Gerived o Gividing Caz covelepoole f£loor ared
of 1,017,557 by tuo cilcctive lot arca oL 100,010 cquare

!
fect, waich yiclds on PAR of 10.G3. <o cudjcet proporty. iﬂ

Roynolds teostilficd taat tho cudjcoct preporty io |
disadvantageous in ito size cnd developzmont coafiguration.
15. The sBudjcct property, except for the portion on
which the RNational Thoatre building was situated, was
considered to be cxclusively land as of the valuation date,
slthough excavation on the site had begun. Petitioners'
export uscod the cerxparable sales orproach to value the
oubject preporty, vaich is the proferrcd vaiuation method fo&
proporty coasisting of wvacant land. Although vacant, the

subject property is consider>d with its legally possible




rights. A purchaser of the subject property would have to
comply with certain restrictions. Mr. Reynolds atated that
the income capitalization method was too speculative to value

such & property and the comparable sales method was the method

used by actual buyers and sellers in the marketplace for such
land, |

16. Mr. Reynolds testified that he used comparable sales
of land to determine the land value of the subject property.
The elements of corparison were location, permitted use, date
and physical differences such as size. Mr. Reynolds' unit of
comparison was square-foot-of PAR} vhich he testified was
more appropriate for the subject property than price per
square foot of land. !ir. Roynolds testified that, using the
comparable sales set forth in his report, he concluded that a
typical site in the irmediate neighborhood of the gcubject
property had a value on January 1, 1982 of $50.00 por sgquare
foot of PAR. He then reduccd this $50.00 per square foot of
FAR market standard ten percent to $45.00 per square foot of
FAR in recognition of the disadvantageous configuration of
the developable parcel and in recognition of the unusually
large size of the gubject property, which would normally
require staged construction.

i7. MNr. Reynolds testified that, for use of the subject
property as office space, the value of the subject Property
per square foot of PAR would be $45.00. Eowever, the
property is limited in ito dovelopment in that the ontire
square footage of the subject property could not be devoted
to use as office opace. As a rosult of the PADC rectrictions
on the subject property, only 483,743 square fecet had to be
devoted to the leos recunerative hotel use and 40,G97 square

Ttoat had to be devoted to the Lational Theatre buildipg.




18. Hr. Reynolds testified that it was his export
opinion that the hotel component of the sukject property
would have a value one-half of that fcr the office apace.
Petitioners' expert gave examples of negotiations in which
use of the subject property would be contemplated as a hotel
and consequently, in which the price which a willing buyer
would pay a willing seller would be reduced in proportion to
the economic gain which could conceivably be realized from
use as a hotel. I!Mr. Reynolds discussed sales of land zoned
C-2 and certain SP zones in which hotel use for part or all
of the property is mandated by zoning. Ir. Reynolds also
testified as to a specific sale with which he was faniliar
where the portion of the property purchased for a hotel was

valued at 050 per oquare foot of PAR and the portion

'‘purchased for developmant as an office building co valued at
$100 per scquare foot of PAR. Mr. Reynolds testificd that
buyers and scllers negotiating and concluding salecs of real
property in the District of Columbia view property vaich may
‘'only be developed as a hotel as being valued at approximately
one-half of the value of property being purchased for

development as an office building.

19. Hr. Reynolds also testified as to his opinion of the
value of the portion of the subject property on which the

National Theatre building is located. This portion of the
subject property contained 19,813 square fcet of land and the
theatre building contained 43,6397 square fcet of PAR. Under
the restrictions placed on the subject property, the theatre
building could not be razed, nor could anything be built in
the envelope above the building. 1In addition, five to six




million dollaré bad to be eapended Lo renovate ths thoatre
building, thus creating what Mr. Reynolds charactorized aa a
®*lien-like" requiremeant on the theatre portion of the
subject property in the amount of five to six million doliars
minus the investment tax credits of approximately twenty
percent. As of the valuation date, January 1; 1832, the
National Theatre building had only begun to be rcnovated and
$497,000 had becn cxpended in renovations. 1lir. Revnolds
therefore valued the icprovements at $497,000. De also
testified that the theatre use to which this portion of the
property was restricted had no econouic worth. <%hus, lir.
Reynolds valued the land cozmponent of the subject property
restricted to this use at a nominal value of 81 per square
foot of PAR.

20. Hr. Jerry 8zedley, Director of Real Dotate,
Pennsylvania Avenue Developzont Corporation also testified.
Mr. Smedley testified that the properties which later
comprised the aubject.propctty were purchased for a total
price of $21 to $22 million during the period 1970 to 1981.
Hr. Smedley also testified that, under the terms of the
regstrictions on the subject property, no buyer could remove
the National Theatre building and put up an office building.
In addition, Hr. Czmedlcey testified that it was mandatory that
the Hagional Theatre building be renovated and that a portion
of the subject property be developed with hotel space. In
negotiations of the land laase, Hr. Scedley testilicd that
one party had valued the subject progerty at $27,000,000 and
the other party had valued the subject property ct
$21,000,000. A cocprozise was eventually reached between the
two values. BMNr. Reynolds testified that a value in this
range for the period 1979 to 1920 would cocport woil with hisc




estimate of value as of Januvary 1, 1982 at sligatly in excess
of $30,000,000.

21, HMr. Reynolds used as comparables the purchase of the
lots which were later counsolidated to form the subject
property itself. On page 1l of his report, Mr. Reynolds set
forth the acquisitions placing special emphasis on the most
recent portion acquired for the consolidation, lots 22 and 49
in Square 254. Thege propertices were purchased in [lovecber,
1981 at a price of 04,912,108 for 28,751 square feet, or
approximately $171 per square foot. If the 8171 purchase
price is divided by the attributed PAR of 10, the price per
square foot of PAR becomes $17.10.

22. In addition to the valuation performed by ilir.
Reynolds, he also examincd the Tax Year 1983 asscoccaont for
the subject property in light of equalization concicerations.
Be looked at the Tax Year 1983 acsescments for soveral other
properties 1.. the area of the cubject property. iir. Reynolds
found that the assessments ranged from $104 to $400 per
square foot, which tranclated, vhen divided by the
appropriate PAR's for each piece of property, to a range of
$22.35 to 838.00 per point of IAR. The asscoopeont of thae
subject property for Tax Year 1503 was at $471.76 por cquare
foot and at 047.18 per point of PAR.

23. 1In lir. DReynolds' equalization analysis, lir. Reynolds
examined the ascessconts of goveral neighboring propertics
and comparcd then with cach other and the recent sale prices
of the properties. U[De concluced that the subject property
was not in equalization with other similarly situated
properties.

24. Potitioners alco called Mr. Paul Cpruill, the

assessor charged with assessing the cubject property for Tax




Year 1983 to the stand. Mr. Spruill testified that he had
assessed the subject property for Tax Year 1983. However,
Mr. Spruill produced no physical evidence in support ¢f his
assessment. The assessor attempted to apply the comparable
sales method in valuing the subject property :or tax
assessment purposes for Tax Year 1983. However, few of the
sales used were, in fact, comparable. None of the szles was
for property located on Pennsylvania Avenue. Thc assessor
also used incorrect FAR's for sale properties and did not
consider relevant factors influencing the sale prices,
including PADC requirements.

25. The assessor stateda that he made no adjustceuts to
his comparables for the size of the subject property or for

the configuration of the sudjoct property. Although lire.

Spruill testified that ho kncw of the developrmontal
limitations on tho cubjcct property (which inclucdcd the
neceesity that a hotc; be built on the site and t{hat the
National Theatre building be renovated and preserved), he
testified that he pode no adjustments to his so-called
conparcbles for these linmitationms. lloreover, Iir. Spruill
could not explain tho relationship of the assesscont of the
subject property to tac values of the sales. Jurther, he was
unable to explain whother de derived the value por cquare foof
or the value por sguarce foot of PAR £rom the co-calied
cozparable sales and could not juctify the deviation of his
value £for the subjoct proporty £rom the usval atatioctical
measures applied to the corparable sales. .
26. Raspondent aloco cailed lir. Spruill in its case in
chief. Upon cobjections by potitioners® counscl, iir. Spruill
was limited to testifying only as to what he did to make the
assesspant of the sudject property for Tax Year 1503 and




evidence was limited to wbat had becen procduced by responaent
in response to petitioners' discovery becfore trial. Although
the actual average of the comparable sales used by lir.
Spruill was $45 to $50 per square foot of PAR, lir. Spruill's
asgsessment of tpe subject property as based on a value at 856
per square foot.

Hr. Spruill aamitted, upon cross-examination by
petitioners' counsel, that many of the answers he had given
in testimony before the Court had not been included in his
answers to interrogatories and that his answers to
interrogatories were incorplete. I[loreover, the acsessor
admitted that his trial testimony was inconsistent with his
sworn testimony at depocition. Ee further conccded that
although he had goles of C-5 iand which could have boen uced
as corparable gales for purposes of his assessment, he used
C-4 sales instead.

CCICLUSICTS CT LAY

Superior Court revicw of a taxz assessment is C2 novo,
necessitating corpetent evidence to prove the matters at

igsue. Uynor v, District of Colv—bia, 411 A.24 59 (D.C.App.

1980). The correct assescmeont oL the subject property for
Tax Year 1903 ioc ito "estimated narket value®, that is, the
value of benefits associated with ownership of the property.
The assesscont -here at issue is the Tax Year 1983 ascessoeont,
as reduced by the Doard of Bqgualization and Review, in the
amount of $47,000,00C.

The Court has jurisdiction under D.C. Code, 551i~-1201,
47-3303 and 47-3304 (1981 ed.). ?etiéione:c contend that the
assesspont was arbitrary and coxceszive in violation of D.C.
Code $§47-C01, ct r~c. (1901 cd.) and the dGue proccss clause

aom—ib

of the United Statos Comatitution. Decause statutory and
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factual consideration are sufficient to resolve this case in
favor of petitioners, the Court need not reach the
constitutional issue.

The Court finds that the assessment as made was invalid
and void a3 a matter of law and that petitiongrs provided
credible evidence that the value of the subject property as
determined by properly applying the comparable sales approach
should be $30,326,009 for Tax Year 1983. Upon review of the
testimony and documentation presented, the Court concludes
that the comparable sales approach was properly performed by
petitioners' expert, using sales data that has not been
disputed, &nd making appropriate adjustments for the
developrontal limitations of the subject property, thereby
producing an accurate cotinate of market value.

Real property in the Dictrict of Columbia rust be
assessed at its "estinmated mariiet value.® D.C. Code
§47-820(a) (1901 cd.)s 9 D.C.ii.R. §306.1. "Gstimated market

value® is defined as:

100 per contun of tho oot predable price at unich
a partlcuiar nicca of roal pronorty, 1L cxmased
for sale in tl2 cdon raclhict with a reasonchin

tire for %o oeller to Zind a puredazer, wouid be
cxzpocted to trnnsler under provaiiing rarint
conditiens b~tuta parties wao aave Aot T2

el A B4 *. A e ~ —
02 &BA prmm B4 Y mh S mremapay mny 09

..g
DOC BCCKLE €O NIZANAZO LllLl Cauns Al Lrather
b2ins in a position to take cdvontage of tin
exiconcies oI ¢ oth2r. Dl.C. Code, §47-C02(4)

(1981 ed.) (Cc—3hasis added).
In this case, the "uses to vaich the property ooy be put® are

crucial to dotermining the value of the subjoct pProporty.

The evidence was uncontroverted that the subject
property was not property on vhich an office buiicing alona
could be placed. The property was governed by PADC
restrictions which linited the size and the use of the
icproversntes that cculd be conoctructed on it a3 of tho

valuation date, January 1, i902. Taere were two Dajor
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restrictions on the subject property. The first reotriction
was that the Rational Theatre building had to be preserved
and had to be renovated. This restriction meant not only
that the square footage of land on which the Jational Theatre
building was located could not be developed in a rore
lucrative manner for the taxpayer, but that the taxpayer had
to pay approximately $5 to $6 million to rcnovate the
building. This restriction was a major factor which was not
taken into account by the assessor when making the
assessment.

In addition, another restriction on the subject property
was a requirement that 533,854 square fest of the total
1,017,597 ocuare fect of noa-thcatre Gevelopmcatai FAR be
consigned to a hotel uae. Dotitioners' oxpert tostified to
his opinion of tke reduction in value which cuct be assigned
for hotel use of 553,054 ocuare feet of PAR. Deotitioners'
expert gave scveral exanples of sales prices negotiated for
hotel uses and for hotel projects previously cocpleted on the
Pennsylvania Avenuo corridor. The Court £inds [izr. Reynolds'
testimony on the roducced value of property required to be
devoted to hotel use to be more in keeping with assessment
practice.

There are three methods for determining tae {air market
value of real proportys the comparable sales cpproach, the
replacement cost cpprocca and the income approacha. 9
D.C.M.R. 307. The aspecsor, lir. 8pruill, statcd in his
answers to interrogatories and under oath in deposition that
he had used the coupyarable gales approach. Lo provided a
list of the sales on which he had relied. The Court notes
that many of the sales represented by respondent as being
®"cormparable® wore in fact not co-parable. Although th;

subject property vas located on Pennsylvania Avenue, none
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of the assessor's comparables were locatcd on Pennsylvania
Avenue. The assessor also failed to take into consideration
the disadvantageous size and configuration of the subject
property, as well as the limitations of use which had been
imposed upon the subject property. \
. In addition, the assessor's use of the comparable sales
method did not comply with the regulations governing the use
of that method. Under these regulations, the assessaor was
required to use sales of "reasonably similar properties" and
to compare them by "property type." 9 D.C.M.R. §307.3. The
assegsor did not use “"reasonably conparable properties® as
shown by petitioners' experts' testimony. Nor did the
assessor distinguish geographic developmental areas of the

city or make adjustments for unique fcatures of the sales

which he did utilize. MNoreover, the assessor used incorrect

‘PAR's in applying his mothod.

Mr. Spruill could not adeguatecly eoxplain any
relationship between the sale prices of the comparables used
and the accesscont of the gubject property. Ee produced no
docunentation explaining his mothod and offered conflicting
testimony deronstrating that he did not know how he had made
the assesocent of the subject property for Tax Year 1983 and
that he had changed his testimony to cuit tho answers to
interrogatories, sworn deposition tcotimony and testimony at
trial. lorcover, there was no tostirony or othar evidence
presented by the District that tho mothod used by the
assessor yielded the true estimated market value of the
subject property.

Respondent contends that the subject property is highly
visible and gives a desirable acbiance to downtown
tlashington. The District argues that liationali Dlace is a

large tourist attraction that has helped to revitalize the
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area. Respondent argucso, therefore, that all of these
factors should be considered in assesoing the property.
The Court recognizes that the subject property is

clearly a unigue structure. Bowever, its uniqueness should

not necessarily merit a higher assessment for Tax Year 1983.
Given all of the development restrictions on Lhe property,
including the prohibition against razing or building over the
National Theatre building, the Court finds that the property
is not developed to its highest and best use (i.e. commercial

office space). It would be premature to attribute a greater

property value tg the subject simply becauce of its

uniqueness. Continued property deveiopzent under the

Pennsylvania Avenue Development Plan may juctify an increase

in the future. Bowever, to attribute & higaer value to the

property for Tax Year 1983 would be too speculative.
Tho Cnurt io caticfied that the acceccscoat was

arbitrary, capricicus and icproper. Puczelore the assescsment

of the subjoct property for Tax Year il03 was invalid and ‘
void, and the vaiue of the sudject projzoril ghould be reduced
to the fair market value as evidenced by potitioners'

evidence at trial.

|

|
|

|

i
{
i

éadjuntmntn for location and other foctors.

i
H

évaluo of the subjcct property for Tax Yecar 1933 was the value

Potitioner's czaort properly appilcd the cozparable
sales rmothod to the cubject property to dcte:minﬁ its .
estipated parket vaiuc as of January i, i002. Tho scales
exanined Dy petitionors' cxzpert and cet forth in his written
report ontored into cvidemce at triad, cotebliched that Rr.

Reynolds cxzanined cozparedble sales and nade appropriate

lir. Roynolda'

that a willing buyor would pay a williag scoller as of January

1, 1082, both particc knowing the recstrictions on the uses to

which the subject property could be put.
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Petitioners' expert testified that the comparable sales
method, when properly applied yielded a $50.00 per square
foot of FAR market standard. Mr. Reynolds then reduced this
standard by ten percent in recognition of the disadvantageous
configuration of the subject property and of éts unusually
large size, which would normally require staged construction.
Thus, Mr. Reynolds arrived at an FAR value of the office
component of the subject property of $45.00 per oguare foot.

For the portion of the subject property on vhich the
National Theatre building is located, lir. Reynolds determined
that the improvements, which then consisted of the
unrenovated National Theatre building enhanced by $497,000 of
renovation which had been expended as of the valuation date,
and requiring at least ten tices that ultimately, should be
valued at 8$497,000. The lational Theatre building could not
be razcd nor could any development take place in tho envelope
above the theatre building. Iir. Reynolds thercfore
attributed to the land on which the theatre building was
located a value of 81.00 per square foot of PAR, or $48,697.

Pinally, Hr. ReynolGs considered the value of the square
feet of FAR mandated to be hotel. !Nr. Reynolds tcstified to
several sales and developments of hotels, noting ecpecially
those required by PADC on Pennsylvania Avenuc itsclf and
those required by certain zoning designations, ¢.g. cortain
C~2 and SP sones where hotel use is mandatory for at least a
part of the property. Based upon this evidence, tha Court
£inds that the hotel portion of the square fect of PAR was
properly valued at one-half of the value for the office
portion of the subject property.

In addition, iir. Reynolds properly considered the
requirement that additional funds be expended in the
renovation of the /kationxl Theatre building as a cash payment




lien-like re irement of 65,000,000 reduces y the inveatment
tax credit of approximately twenty percent to $4,000,000.
Mr. Reynolds properly concluded that the value of the

subject land should be calculated as follows:

Botel FAR 533,054 at $22.50 = §$12,011,715

ffice PAR 403,743 at $45.00 = 21,763.435
Theatre FAR 48,697 at §$ 1.00 = A0 ,G07
Total 03;'u2u':\l’1f[
Less let Theatre Donation 2.000,000
Land Value (rounded) b29,U2Y, 000

Mr. Reynolds then added the value of the unrenovated National
Theatre building of 0497,000 to the land value of $29,029,00Q
to arrive at his determination of the total value of the
subject property as of January 1, 1982 of $30,326,000.

The Court finds that the estimated market value of the
subject property as of January 1, 1982 is $30,326,000 of
which $29,829,000 is allocated to the land and $497,000 is
allocated to the improvements.,

WHEREFORE, it is this 4ZZ day of /. ,.-Z2  , 1906,

ORDERED, that the Respondent District of Columbia shall

modify the assesczont record card to rellcct the value of

830,326,000 for Taxz Year 1983, of whicih $20,029,000 chall be

lallocated to the land and $497,000 shali be allocated to the
idmprovenents, and shall rofund to petitioncrs, with interest,
the excess tazes waich have boen unlawiully collected for Tax

iYear 19C03; and it iso
FURTECR CRDLRID, that the petitioncrs present & propoged

order for refund, with intercst, no later than ten days from

the date this order is signed.

VUMK Liuilediws Ge i rulius
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Copies to:

Gilbors Brhn, Jr., Socuire culia L. 8~rrico, Docuire

senet Lo Dvelend, Osqguire Droist~nt Corporation Counsel,DC
‘Amrem and Oahn, Pl.Ce Deen 2308

{Cuite 1120 1133 "ozth Crpitol Strcet, H.D.
;4133 15¢h Stresot, Il. . WWashington, D.C. 20002




